
Standing Order 1 -8ft and the Court’s Order dated January 10, 2018, Plaintiffs Christopher 
Kattaga and Laraja & Kanaga, P.C. (“Plaintiffs''’) and Defendant Sheldon Manuel (“Manuel" or 
“Defendant"), collectively the “Parties;” submit the following joint pre-trial memorandum in fly 
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The Parlies could not agree on a Joint Description of the Case to 


be read to the jury. Asa 
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ion brought by Christopher Kanaga and his law firm, 
eldon Manuel On June 4,2015, Ms. Mamie I 
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I have suffered death threats, break-ins, tappings (sic), postal fraud! 
hackings and character- demolishing attacks in court, as attempts were 
made by the cult lawyer, Chris Karaga, to pay off my own lawyers and 
judges! I Even law enforcement were targeted by them as one of the 
officer from Cohassct on Boston’s south Shore has admitted 


The Plaintiffs contend that this posting falsely assorted that they had attempted to bribe Judges, 
|||^' and members of law enforcement. They assert that neither Mr. Knrwga. nor any member 
of his law firm, lias ever attempted to bribe judges, lawyers or members of law enforcement 
Similarly, the Plaintiffs also assert that there has never been an ethics complaint filed against Mr. 1 


Kanugu in any jurisdiction; nor has he ever been sanc tioned by any Court. 

Plaintiffs contend that Mr, Kanaga has spent years developing a reputation as a skilled, 


honest, aiti^iyuni^^ tjawyier in Orleans community. He was informed i»ffy 


Defendant’s posting by one of his own clients, which caused him great embarrassment, anger, 


ind humiliation. It also caused him fear and concern for his daughter and her career because she 


is an assistant district attorney, whose father was being accused of attempting to bribe judges and 


lawyers. 


Plaintiffs further contend that after Ms. Manuel's June 4,2015 posting, she continued her 


campaign to defame Mr. Kanaga by, among other things, foxing letters to judges folsely 


him of being; 


ft a “potential murderer"; 


running ‘‘'brain-washing torture group"; 


llll |i|l| initialling torture to seniors, children"; 


* ^ y of^ 1 anK,p. ing onn ]1i|1 , n ,financial coercion crimes and inheritance 
snatching schemes"; 




embewljng over Vi million of [money] from Trust Fund in 
Estate;" and 
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were not only false, but designed to 
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ding by trying to have them sign affidavits making false assertions * 
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ipondent'- and if Mr. Kanaga continued to pursue this lawsuit 
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this lawsuit was commenced, the Defendant, Sheldon Manuel, was engaged 
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tc of her late husband, David Manuel. Mrs. Manuel's rights to the 


the Pkintiff, Christ! 
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iurvivirvg spouse as her marriage lo David Manuel was null and void due to the fact that the Nisi 
period hud not run on David’s divorce from Ms. Tinglcy’s mother, Barbara Manuel. : |jj | ||||jj 
In 2014, Sheldon Manuel was diagnosed with a rapidly growing malignant tumor on bar 
breast. She sought treatment at Johns Hopkins Cancer Center in Baltimore, Maryland. The 




treatment resulted in her treating surgeons advising that she have a radical mastectomy of the 
RHHBi si. The surgcr> took place in early 2015 and her lecovery period was several 
months following tliat surgery. 

During her recuperation, Mrs. Manuel was heavily sedated on pin medications, including 
oxyeonlin dpiods). The effect of these medications were substantial 

fErftw if l! I . J I; it If I I 4,' I Si . V : | 1 i ^ 

affecting her in that she had memory lapses, difficulty in focusing her ihoughts and related side 
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upon completion of her recuperation she was facing complex 




be Defendant is firmly convinced that the actions in the probate court in Norfiolk 





of 2015 she was under Ihe inlTuence of these medications and was unclear in her 
yhat was going oil in liter probate cases. She has no memory of making the alleged 


she made intentionally and maliciously. 
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whs malicious and legally unsuppoiiablc and 


ant believes that this action was designed in impose additional legal pressure 
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informed of the alleged posting by a person who has ties to the Community of Jesus, and ftjrther 
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that the Plaintiff was the source of expanding the publication of the alleged posting throughout 






the Community of Jesus. 




was “hacked” by, she believes, members of the Community of Jesus who she believes made the 

IL 




IT THE EVIDENCE WILL SHt 


Of The Kvidew 


ground And High Rcnuta 




School in 1979, and received an 1J.M. in taxation from the Boston University School of Law in 
1980. In or abo ut 1983, Richard Laraja partnered with Christopher Kanaga to form Laraja & 

i [. 1 

Kanaga, P.C. in Orleans, Massachusetts. Orleans is a close-knit town with approximately 6,000 
residents, As a result of the intimate nature of the town and Laraja & Kanaga, P.C.’s extensive 
work with clients, non-profit entities, and the community in and around Orleans, Mr. Kanaga and 


Mr. I .araja arc often viewed interchangeably or as single “unit" in 'he community. Neither Mr. 
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nor Mr. [araja have ever had an ethics complaint filed against them in any jurisdiction. 





nor have they ever been sanction by any Court. 


Kanaga has liver! in 


usie for over 34 years, 'they have a 


daughter and a son, both of whom live in Massachusetts. Both are attorneys, and both of them, 

nions Ibr integrity. Mr. Kanaga's daughter Courtney is an 



Assistant iKstricl Attorney in Plymouth County. I ler reputation is obviously very important to 
ges, lawycts, law enforcement and the community at Imgc. 
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Mr. Kanaga $ elderly parents, aged 92 and 88, also have lived in Orleans for 38 years. 

B lalJFif Ilf ill m. 

Mr. Kanaga a father is someone for whom ethics and integrity are particularly important. He 
served as Chairman of the Board of the United States Chamber of Commerce, Chairman of the 
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American Institute of CPAs, and as Chairman of the Board of the accounting firm Ernst & 

Mill :l| : ;||' :ll i V,l' i ' II® ip! ' |p||p|#pj j||| , 

\ oung. In ail capacities, Mr. Kanaga’s father’s personal and professional focus was on restoring 

ethics to business. He spearheaded programs in ethics and professionalism at prestigious 
business schools, and he has in fact taught courses in business ethics. 

Mr. Kanaga is Eucharistic Minister at the Church of the Transfiguration in Orleans, and a 
member of the Community oT Jesus, an ecumenical community comprised of 
approximately 275 individuals. Mr. Kanaga T s community involvement in Orleans and 
Barnstable County is a very big part of his life, and has been built on what he hopes and believes 
is a reputation for integrity and ethics in his dealings with people. He spends a great deal of time 
working in the Orleans area with charitable organizations. These include church groups, youth 
organizations and charitable organizations that promote music, theater and the ails: The Spirit of 
America and Spirit Winter Percussion, working with young people, the Elements Theatre 
Company, which puts on theatrical productions in which he frequently acts, and the Arts 
Bin powering T.ife, Inc., which organizes performing and visual arts events all over the world. 

Just as Mr. Kanaga’s community and civic life is predicated on people knowing that lie is 
a person of integrity, so too is his professional life us a lawyer. His partner, Richard Laraja, and 
he formed Laraja and Kanaga in 1983, and have been the co-principals of the firm, located in a 
small building in downtown Orleans, ever since and like Mr. Kanaga he has worked and 
volunteered in many capacities. Mr l.nraja is currently Chairman of the Homeless Prevention 




h Mr. Kanaga mid Mr. Laraja represents individuals and small businessmen and 









































































































































































women who rely on die firm to represent them ethically, loyally and competently. Laraja & 
Kanagft’s reputation for integrity is, very simply, the foundation of its practice; it is what has 


them 


earn Messrs. Laraja’s and Kanaga’s 


livelihoods in Orleans as well as the surrounding communities of Barnstable County for over 


I 






three decades. 

I.araja and Kanaga is frequently engaged to undertake people’s estate planning and to 
assist them in die probating of estates. Mr. Kanaga’s is frequently engaged to serve as a trustee 
of trusts, which by definition requires that clients know that he is a person ol'honesty and loyalty. 
Almost all of the Plaintiffs’ clients are located in Barnstable County and many arc elderly. 

Ms. Manuel's Defamatory Post To 1.5 Billion Members Of Faccbook 








)n June 4, 2015, Ms. Manuel publicly asserted on her Facebook page, which was open to the 
entire Facebook community as well as her nearly (vOO “friends,” that: 


I have suffered death threats, break-ins, tappings, postal fraud, 
hackings and character-demolishing attacks in court, as attempts 
were made by the cult lawyer, Chris Kanaga, to pay off my own 
lawyers and judges!!? Even law enforcement were targeted by 
them as one officer from Cohassct on Boston's South Shore has 
admitted. 




posting was 
ver attempted to bribe lawyers < 


Mr. Kanaga, nor any member of his law firm, have 








or any member of law enforcement, or made death 
threats or engaged in any of the other cited alleged activities. 

As indicated by the "world” { W) icon next to the Sbclli Maker Manuel post, Ms. Manuel 
used the “public 1 ’ option on the '‘audience selector tool” on her Facebook message to ensure that 
her statements were mil only available to all of Ms, Manuel’s 600 followers on f acebook, but 


ould 


be pi 


dish 


ed 


the 


entire 


iccbook community of nearly | . 5 bil li on users . 








































































































































































































































































































The Damnge Caused By Ms. Manuel's Lib 


Ms. Manuel's false and defamatoiy post was brought to Mr. Kanaga 1 s attention by one of 
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liis clients, Amy Ford, whose husband, Dan, was described by Defendant Manuel in both ei 
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Faccbook posting and in a posting on the Facebook page for Megyn Kelly's television piogrrun 
OH Fox Television, as having “laundered money 1 * for a “cult” and having sexually abused 
individuals, Ms. Ford told Mr. Kanaga that Defendant Manuel was making appalling statements 
about Mr. Kanaga. Defendant Manuel’s false statements were calculated to come to the attention 
of and upset Mr. Kanaga’s loved ones —— his parents, siblings, children, grandchildren, clients, 
friends, colleagues in public life and follow members of his church. 


Shortly after Ms. Manners public statements, Mr. Kanaga, even though he knew it would 

WfjBM 

be personally embarrassing, felt obligated to tell members of his church about Ms. Manuel’s 
statements. He stood before numerous members of the church and told diem that Ms. Manuel 
had accused him of bribing judges and lawyers. As Mr. Laraja listened to Mr. Kanaga speak to 


embarrassed Ln the community and be forced to publicly address false accusations that were 



antithetical to everything that Mr. Kanaga stands for as a lawyer, public servant, and citizen, 
il l ||| Mr, Liljja learned < Ms,. Mann*I public statements, he was shocked and angry. 
1 le was personally upset and anxious for Mr. Kanaga and his family because he knew how 


seriously Mr. Kanaga takes his reputation and how important integrity is to him and their law 
practice, Mr. Laraja knew that his friend and colleague bad spent years developing u wctl- 
dcscL-ved reputation as a skilled, honest ami wcll-rcspected lawyer only to be falsely accused of 

B bribing judges and lawyers, mil to mention a member of law enforcement. 

Iliilill (Ijiiji ll ii l l i ld .. had to inborn: his children about Ms. Manuel's statements. Both Ids son 
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and daughter have followed In their father’s professional footsteps, becoming lawyers, with his 


daughter recently moving to Massachusetts to continue her career as an Assistant District 


Attorney in Plymouth. Mr. Kanaga’s conversations with his children hurt him deeply because of 


their anger, anxiety, and concern for him, knowing that they should not have to suffer on his 


account. Mr. Kanaga also felt obligated to speak with his clients and business colleagues to 


address Ms. Manuel's false public accusations and assure (hem that her statements were false. 


He, unfortunately, also had to explain that Ms. Manuel would 


accusations against him - a reality which has created additional turd ongoing anxiety and stress 


for Mr. Kanaga. Indeed, Mr, Kanaga’s anxiety over Ms. Manuel’s clear willingness to make 


and continue making - false statements about Mr. Kanaga, while enlisting others in that regard. 


is well-grounded. 


mtinued Tier Campaign To Defame And Attack Ha infill's 
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These false statements, like her original false statement, are particularly hurtful and anxicty- 

producing for Mr. Raiuaga for many wasaoS. 

First* the majority of Mr, Ksnga's (rust and estate clients are elderly and therefore 
accusations (hat he “tortures,” brainwashes, or abuses senior citizens is extremely damaging 1o 
his reputation and the trust (hat he has built in the community. Indeed, such false statements are 
designed to create serious doubts and concerns in the community about Mr. Kanaga and dissuade 
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1 iKjUMti Second, Mr. Kanaga’s reputation for integrity and honesty is paramount to his practice, as 
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I j t|l|| |: he is a trustee for my clients, entrusted as a fiduciary to manage their substantial assets. 
fifliwi fid* assertions on the public record that lie “embezzles,” is “suspecting ot heisting 

money, and is “guilty of... financial coercion crimes” strikes at the heart of Mr. Kanaga’s 

reputation and the law practice that he has worked so hard to build. 

Third, Ms. Manuel’s false assertions that Mr. Kanaga or his law firm has engaged in, or is 
suspected of engaging in, financial crimes, torture, or "murder,'’ is not only damaging to Mr. 
Kanaga, but it causes him » great deal of anxiety because it directly affects his daughter, who 
recently became an Assistant District Attorney for Plymouth County. Mr. Kanaga worries that 
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R his daughter will now have to answer questions about her father's alleged criminal conduct &t\£ 
will continue to have lo answer such questions as she seeks promotions and higher protile 
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After making her add i ti o na l false and defamatory statements about Mr. Kanaga, Ms. 
Manuel then made it clear to Mr. Kanaga that she intended to enlist others in her effort to aU 


to enlist others in her effort to attack 


























































































































































































































































































































him, including members of the press. By way of limited example, on August 8,2015, Ms. 



1 sent Mr. Kanagja’s counsel a fax indicating that she had a "foreign press correspondent” 
Mr. Kanaga continued to pursue this lawsuit: 



to furnish ti 




ly dealt with this 






has global i 
situation with Kanaga before. 


Moreover, Manuel has attempted to obtain, in her words, “hundreds” of false affidavits attacking 
. Kanaga. For example, in this case, Carrie Buddington, who has worked with Manuel, was 
deposed, in that deposition, Ms. Buddington admitted that (1) in 2015 (while Manuel was 
representing to various courts that she was too “111" to provide testimony in two cases she herself 


had brought). Defendant Manuel had drafted an affidavit for Buddington to sign in which she 




asked Buddington to slate that "1 am familiar with Esq. Kris [sic} Kanaga and he did me much 

: 

harm and threatened me.” She told Buddington in an email on January 1,2015 that she was 

j;j- ■ 1 f |ji . ...... ; |1|-! 11 

working on collecting a “folder of hundreds'' of such statements. In fact, Buddington refused to 
sign the statement Manuel wanted her to sign because it was not true. Indeed, Ms. Buddington 
admitted that she is unaware of Mr. Kanaga ever threatening anyone or ever doing anything 



neth 


tilers 


make 


mt Mr. 


In another example of Defendant Manuel’s campaign to attack, defame and harass M 
Kanaga, Ms. Manuel filed a Petition for Protective Order in District Court of Tulsa County in 
Oklahoma <m or about February L7, 2017, claiming that she needed protection in Oklah oma 
because: 


. to get 


























































































































































































































































































































































































































• Mt. Kanaga had made “death threats'* against her in Oklahoma; 

• Mr. Kanaga “or his thugs will tiy to kill [her]." 

Of course, this was a complete fiction . Mr. Kanaga has not stepped foot in Oklahoma for close 
to 42 years* much less threatened anyone, much less threatened to kill anyone, much Jess having 
a team of “thugs.” In fact, Manuel’s pattern of making outrageously false and baseless assertions 
has prompted at least three separate courts to enter “gate-keeper” orders against her, including: 


* Barnstable Probate Court Judge Ryley on February 29,2016: “Ms. Manuel is 
demanding, persistent and emotional. Ms. Manuel’s behavior can only be 
described as aattressive and oppressive . It must stop ... MsJfeldsnMMUSlig 
p rohibited from blink am- motions, pleadings or co mplaints with the Court bv 

mail, in person, bv email or bv facsimile . If she desires to bring any matter before 
the Court she shall refer it to her attorney...” 


• Norfolk Probate Court Judge Merino on January 6, 2017: “Si 

hereby restrained from filing any complaints of anv nature or any pleadings in 




matter without prior permission from a Judge of this Court.’ 




Oklahoma District Court Judge Morrissey on July 24,2017: “It is ordered that 
Defendant Sheldon Manuel is hereby proh i bi ted fr om fax i no documents to die 
Court Administrator’s Office an d is p rohibited fr o m filing anv further pleadings or 
motions in this matter without prior written permission from the Court.” 










(emphasis added). 


Put simply, not only lias Ms. Matu 
of criminal conduct, she has made 


i«. 


defamed a well-respected member of the bar, accusing him 
clear that she intends to continue to hurl defamatory 
accusations from any jurisdiction in the hopes that she will never be held accountable for her 
conduct. 

Jj. Defendant’s Statement O f The Evidence 

The Defendant believes that the crctiiblc evidence will show that the Defendant, Sheldon 


Vtd Manuel, a noted author in both lay and Christian 
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communities. David Manuel was married to an individual named Barbara Manuel who bore a 

daughter, Blair into their marriage. David and Barbara Manuel became members of an 

; 

tion commonly known as The Community of Jesus located in Orleans, Massachusetts. 
For several years, the Manuels were active members of the Community of Jesus. Barbara 
I became a close assistant to the then Prioress of the Community and ultimately became 

■Uli...f |F3f v ;:if f f f . .S ' :! I;! 1 .w 

her Administrative Assistant. The assumption of this position placed a strain on the Manuel's 
marriage, especially when David Manuel was ordered by the Prioress to assume a period of 




cclihuey in his marriage. 




David Manuel thereafter left the Community of Jesus and urged his wife to leave with 
When she refused, the parties divorced. David Manuel thereafter married Sheldon Baker in 










blic ceremony in Washington D.C. 

David Manuel and Shedon Manuel continued their Christian outreach ministry for several 
years, with a focus on the “Star Spangled Banner*" and related historic and patriotic themes, 
David Manuel thereafter contracted cancer and deceased. I lis widow, the Defendant, sought to 
continue their work together including a planned national event in September of 2015. 



When 


Mrs. Manuel attended that event during her recuperation, she was quite unstabl 
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and although she sang the National Anthem at that event, she collapsed immediately thereafter 
and was required to have several days of bed rest. Rather than exercise any modicum of 
compassion, the Plaintiffs filed pleadings that essentially mocked Mrs Manuel and alleged she 
was basically a malingering faker of her alleged illness, lit fact, even as recently as 2017, die 
Plaintiff, Christopher Kunaga, stated under oath that he still does not believe the Defendant hud 
no medical knowledge or documentation to support his claims. 


-he! 
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In tile he 


late husband’s Will lor probate in Tulsa, Oklahoma, 
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where she actually filed the Will electronically. Shortly thereafter, while planning a Memorial 

|| '111 

Service in Massachusetts for her late husband, she was barred from entering the family apartment 

challenging her status as 



On the advice of a member of her late husband's family, she was advised to obtain 





Massachusetts counsel and file her husband’s Will for probate in Massachusetts so she could be 
appointed Estate Representative and access the apartment and their marital property. 

After the Plaintiff sent the letter challenging Mrs. Manuel's status as widow, the Plaintiff 
was a participant in having Mrs. Manuel removed as estate representative and replaced by a 


ucl filed counterclaims against the 


In the course of these proceedings, the! 



Plaintiffs. The Plaintiffs brought a Motion to Dismiss pursuant to Massachusetts Anti-SLAPP 
statute. The Plaintiff were successful and sought statutory attorney’s tees in an amount in excess 
of $20,000 for the motion alone. The Court, upon opposition reduced the amount of the fees to 
less than $8,000. The award of these fees was an Interlocutory Order ol die Court and not a final 


.'.merit. 




The Plaintiff, however, represented to the courts in Tulsa, Oklahoma, that the Order was a 

III pRpIIhmM 

“final judgment'' and brought a so-called “debtor’s action” against the Defendant. At no time did 
they advise the Oklahoma Court that the Order was interlocutory and enforcement should have 
been by contempt proceedings in Massachusetts. Once again it exemplified the Plaintiffs' clear 
animus against the Defendant and was a further attempt to legally bludgeon her into giving up. 
Even the Plaintiff, Kanaga admitted at his deposition that he understands that ar. interlocutory 















































































































































































































































































































































































































































actions wliich are attributed to the Defendant which ore not supported by the entire deposition- 


■ 


The statements of the Defendant are ^patch-worked’ 1 into a self-serving mosaic designed to say 





something other than what the actual statements were In full context. Ms. Buddington, in her 

ill 

was 


Jf - 




siic refers to a “stack of letters between Christopher Kanaga and myself [Buddingtoin] where he 
presented a waiver for me to sign.” That statement alone opens the door to inquiry regarding the 
conduct of tlie Plaintiff and his actions related to the religious community of which he, as slated 
in his Affidavit, is a “vowed member”. 

IP'» Id-jlfF a li i -Sli I 

On the opposite side of the coin is the actual email sent to .Vis. Buddinglon by the 

jndant in connection with Ihe Affidavit. It is unambiguous from a plain reading lhal there 
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• no “demands” placed upon Ms. Buddinglon. Actually, the freedom to edit as desired is 
• ly expressed. Ms. Buddinglon acknowledges that she was “rewriting it in my own words”, ( 
Further, the email, doted January l, 2015, refers lo the accusations brought against the Defendant 



in the Norfolk Probate Court relative lo the estate of her late husband and the claims asserted by 
Blair Titiglcv, the decedent’s daughter who was under the leadership of the Plain till Christopher 
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In the days between January 1, 2015 and January 13. 2015, the Defendant exchanged 
emails with Ms. Bnddlngton tn connection with the proposed Affidavit In the emails, which the 
Plaintiffs had in their possession long before commencing this action, the Defendant made 

itedical condition and the stress ftom the “relentless pressure’* while she 
.avid”, her late husband. The Plaintiffs were well aware of what impact 
continued legal pressure was having on the Defendant. 

Curiously, the Plaintiff, Mr. Kanaga includes these documents in his pleading as 
attachments to his sworn Affidavit, but does not make it clear that he has participated in and 
continues to be involved in proceedings as wclJ as settlement negotiations in the Norfolk Probate 
proceedings in behalf of Blair Tingley despite having no appearance filed in her behalf, it 
this gives rise to the Defendant’s allegations that he has been part of an effort to keep 


her claims of an attempt to orchestrate and attempt by Ms. Tingley to obtain the assets of the 

estate, which in turn benefit the Community of Jesus. 

What the Plaintiffs assert as damages is nominal. At several Court hearings they have 


will also 


he 


idcncc that the Plaintiffs arc both inexorably intertwined 


with the Community of Jesus, an organ host ion that has been labeled a “cult' by the television 
media in Boston and by the Cape Cod Times. The evidence will show that Mr. Kanaga, by his 
own admission has a “duty” 1o protect the Community of Jesus. Re has claimed in this action 
that his reputation in that Community has been damaged or somehow maligned by an alleged 
•ace book posting. However, lie has never chill longed the media representations of the 



(ilpmnmultv of Jesus as a "cult" where allegations of abuse have been made tor years. 
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The evidence will demonstrate that a common activity in the Community of Jesus is a 
rnMm^ rc ‘* eiT0C * 10 as ‘T-ight Groups’* off Light Sessions”. The Plaintiff denies that he knew of 


such practices or participated in any such practices. The evidence will 9 how that this waa not a 


true statement. In feet the Plaintiff, at his deposition admitted knowledge of the existence of 

' !l''^ ,, g|l 1 '''g'' :;l il^ '^l' "ll 1, ' ! |lj '''i:' 1 jjil' 1 ! ' j | Vi,, i.jjj, t .j'| |j:i 'j 

JLI^ht Groups” and described how they were conducted at a sister organization in Canada, 
f known as the Greenville School. 

The evidence will show that David Manuel, in the course of his divorce proceedings, filed 
an Affidavit, under oath alleging that it was the common practice at the Community of Jesus to 

WmmtwrmwF-W w /'/ iF ir iiF if ll If ill ifl IIIII 

identify wealthy members and thereafter seek to acquire their estate in whole or in part to fund 
l! Il||l';- |l! ^ ! «WJhvitifes ; Of the Community of Jesus both in the United States and in Italy. He alleged in his 
sworn Affidavit that this was an action he feared due his exit from the Community of Jesus. 

mm : $$ tf* .I .... i: S ”: :ii11 V t 

[ he Plaintiffs rely upon statement from various Courts where the parties are engaged in 

Wr///r/// r'w if jip mm 

It legal proceedings. The Plaintiffs point out that tire Defendant has been characterized as defiant 

vwmmMmmwm ¥ m iflP F fflPRlI 

ill 1 tf dif Court Orders, and an “out of control” in seeking to bring matters to the Court’s attention. 


was unable to do so due to the actions of her former Counsel. The evidence will demonstrate 
that she provided her Counsel with responses to Interrogatories and documents lor production in 

j f / . 1 sll 1 '' 4*1 

' j J finel y manner For reasons unknown to her, the discovery responses were never properly 
nrenared ort filed iwith the respective Courts resulting in severe sanctions in the form of a 


dismissal of her actions. The evidence will also show that in a panic, while under the influence 
of pain medications und facing a third reconstructive surgery, she tried to circumvent her Counsel 


and get the paperwork before |ie Court, Unknown to her, the Court would not accept her filings 
I f| ||||p was ||||jlililllt-22” conundrum. 
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If anyone has had their character besmirched, it is Mrs. Manuel who has borne the heavy 


multiple legal proceedings in multiple courts in two slates. She has been painted as on 
c > atoning, malingering person who defies Court Orders and refuses to cooperate. The 
e will clearly show that she was a desperate individual who did not understand the 





Fhc Defendant has been “legally bullied 1 ” by the Plaintiffs and interested parties seeking 


to bludgeon her into submission and just “giving up” due to the stress and financial impact. 


L LEGAL ISSUES 



par m 


Plaintiffs expect certain evidentiary issues to be raised and addressed in motions in limine 


before trial, and that the parties’ proposed jury instructions will further identify relevant legal 


Iff .. 

issues. In addition. Plaintiffs respectfully request the Court's consideration of the following legal 


ill ' 1 ill::! :il 



issues: 


1, Plaintiffs Kanaga and Laraja & Kaluga Arc “Private 

Persons" 

— 






Ich, inc., 418 IJ.S. 323 (1974), (he Supreme Court addressed the 


interplay of defamation law and the First Amendment. In so doing, the Court recognized “(here 
is no constitutional value in false statements of fact," id. at 340, and that “the individual's right to 
the protection of his own good name ‘reflects no more than our basic concept of the essential 
||||||||| dignity and i§iprth. ^jfjjjlveiy human being—a concept at the root of any decent system of ordered 



liberty.’” Id, at 341 (quoting Rosenblatt v. Baer , 383 U.S. 75,92 (196€) (Stewart, J-, 


concurring)). Against this backdrop, Gcrtz balanced the competing Hist Atucndmcnl and 




Ijonal by setting out a new standard: plaintiffs who were private figures could 


Bln iyiiliiRifiii ill 


















































































































































































































recover for defttmalion upon a proof of negligence by the publisher, while public officials, public 
figures and limited public figures would haw to prove so-called "actual malice" - - that the 
statement was published either knowing it was false or in reckless disregard of Its falsity. v Id. at 






Plaintiffs are not public figures, such as a celebrities or media personalities. Nor arc they 
limited purpose public figures who have thrust themselves to the forefront of some controversy 
to effectuate the outcome. 1 / See Gerto . 418 U.S. at 356, 351. Since Plaintiffs believe they will 
be found to be private persons for purposes of the publication at issue, under New Yo rk llffljggt. 
Co. v. Sullivan, thyc need only demonstrate, that Defendant’s publication of the defamatory 
falsehoods were negligent. Under this standard, Defendant was required to act reasonably in 
checking the truth or falsity of the statements before publishing them. Ra vn ikary., 
Bogojav len s ky. 438 Mass. 627,630 {2003); Sehrottinan v. Baroid c, 386 Mass. 627,630 (1982); 
S{onc v. Essex Countv Newspapers. Inc .. 367 Mass. 849, 858 (1975). She failed to do so. 






made dear by ihc U.S. (Supreme Court »n«l oar SJC, tit* teem “actual malice" is an unlorhinult misnomer. &«; 
inks >191 U.S. at 666, it.7 (“The plirnsc ‘actual mol ice’ is unfortunately confusing In ihat ii lias nothing to do 
motive arid if vJh; ar>ikiev>kg. v. Sathw wkv. 431 Muss. 74B. 755 (2000) ("defttidanfs dislike of, hatred 
Of or ill w# toward the plaintiff is iirelevimt; "The inquiry I a *Wb)ecllve om as to 'lie defendant's altitude toward 
or luluily of the SlalSinent, rathoi Ilian the dcfcndiint’s altitude toward tlie phiintilD. 


i‘ i n jdcrlifyiiia the pre-existing controversy, Ihe Defendants will ultimately have to show, tit the time ol trinl, that 
ncrootis mam were discussing somo specific question" the resolution of which effected some broader segment of 
the community beyond Ihosc directly involved LMim ; i>, 66-1 I'.IiJ at 13 {citing Bruno A Stillman Gfase 
Nwymimr Co 631 F.2d 583, 591 {1st Cir 1980)). "A general concern nr interest will not tuttice. ... I he court cun 
,7..., nic « ^ covering U» debate. reporting what people were suviiig and uncovering locls and theories to :.clp 

' /«., a «K.Jd;2 8 7.t297(D.C CIrl980) 

i-ice « co.iirovc.sy is isolated, ihc critical question then becomes whether the plaintiff has attempted to iiifl.ience 
the resolution of that controversy" Id. (ckuiiet. omitted). "Trivial or tangential participation .* tto1^ 0 u K „, rather, 
the plaintiff n,us. have m> "thrust" herseffto the fore ns to bewne jj* ^Il* .* “J 1 '™ 1 ' . „ 
vesoluill and "achieved a ‘special prominence* in the debate. W n dbituin. 627 ( M «1 l->. («tb«8 G*rt~ '• 

1 m 


19 














ill 


























































































































































































































































































































2. Even If Plaintiffs Are Deemed Not To Be A Private 

Figure, Defendant Still Published Her Statements In Reckless 
Disregard Of Their Falsity 

trial judge determines that Plaintiff Kanaga was somehow not a private 
1 have to prove the Defendant published the false statements with “actual malice .” 3 / 


malice simply requires that the Plaintiff prove that; 





“the defendant realized his statement was false or that he subjectively entertained 
serious doubts as to the truth of the statement.”^; or 

a defendant published a false statement with “a high degree of awareness of its 
probable falsity.^ 


In terms of the factors for determining Constitutional “malice” and negligent publication. 

■I 

intiffs respectfully submit that the Court utilize the mode! Superior Court Civil Practice Jury 
_Iructions on defamation at §6.2,5 (“Negligent Publication”) and §6.3.1 ("Proving Actual 

’.‘‘Cj ’lju'!, i 

''Mali 

Malice"). 

3. Scope of Damages 

Under black-letter Massachusetts law, “[sjtatcments that prejudice one's professional 
standing or that charge one with a crime arc actionable without proof of actual damages.” Reilly 
, 59 Mass. App. Ct. at 779. Defendant’s statements attacking Plaintiffs do 
both; they attack the Plaintiffs 5 professional standing and charge Mr. Kamiga with various 
crimes, including bribing judges, lawyers, and law enforcement. Here, the Plaintiffs have 




-v j | ie u s Supreme Conn has advised courts against using ;hc tenr "actual malice” wilt j ur-.es ami slvould rather 
use a "plain English" explanation. L-itUst.' IJaims, 491 IJ S :4l (>66, t.7. 

« Bose v.Coi^rnmUam nHJ S . Inc *66 L’.S. 4*5, 511, fa. 1(1 (1984)(emphasis added). Lane v. MPO 
Newspaper- Inc., 43* Mass 476.485 (2003) {affirming, surnnuuy judgment became plitiniiIT failed in *Mww lliat 
defendant in facTcntei lttined various doubu as w tiie mAh of his publication, bat proceeded to publish it an yway ’). 

See St. Arrant vJljorasson. 390 U S 727,730 (19ft*). 




















































































































































suffered actual damages in the form of reputational damage as well as emotional distress. “A 
plaintiff in a successful defamation case is entitled... to fair compensation for actual damages, 

■IB §1 

including emotional distress and harm to reputation (and any special damages that have been 

:: Ji;::r.:. '.' 

pleaded and proved).” vJ^am-Farber Cancer fm/.. 443 Mass. 367,404-405 (2001). As 

Hill 

the Supreme Judicial Court recognized in a similar case where the plaintiff was accused of 
criminal misconduct: 


With mental suitering the plaintiff is entitled to recover for the distress 
and anxiety which tnay have been the natural result of the legal wrong ... 
In this case, the plaintiff has proved libel because extortion and fraud are 
crimes making them defamatory per sc. The plaintiff testified about her 
mental suffering on reading the complaint. She stated her feelings of 
being “bludgeoned," “stunned," and then “outrage” and “anger.” Such 
feelings are the “natural result” of the defamation, sufficient to prove 
mental suffering. 




Shafir v. Steele. 431 Mass. 365.373 (2000) (affirming damages for libel include harm to 
reputation and mental suffering, and with mental suffering plaintiff entitled to recover for 
“distress and anxiety which may have been the natural result of the legal wrong”). 

Defamation law not only recognizes the mental suffering that Mr. Kanaga experienced 
directly bv Vis. Manuel’s statements, but also compensates him for his emotional distress in 

knowing that his friends and family have suffered emotionally due to their concern tor him. 

, 

Mumbv v. Boston Herald. 449 Mass. 42 (2007) (affirming $2 million defamation verdict; “The 
jury properly could consider the emotional distress experienced hy the plaintiff as a result of 
watching his daughter suffer."). 

4. Post-Trial Iniunctivc Relief 

As set forth above and as will be established at trial, Defendant Manuel lias engaged in an 


sign 


ii 


Plaintiffs, 


particularly Mr. Kanaga. As a result, at the end of the trial. 
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Plaintiffs will likely seek an injunction enjoining Ms. Manuel from repeating certain defamatory 

tiffs. As Chief Justice Warren held in 1967, “[T]hc First 
.absolute licenxto fe atrcy li v^ s or weerg " Curtis Publishing 
LS. 130, 170 (1967) (Warren, C.J., concurring). Thus, entering a permanent 
iclion to reslrain speech which has been adjudicated to be libelous docs not run afoul of the 
First Amendment. &£ Ccrtz v. Robert Welch, Inc., 418 U.S. 323,340 (1974) ("there is no 
Constitutional value in false statements of fact.”). 

Indeed, Massachusetts and other courts have not hesitated to issue such injunctions at the 
conclusion of libel trials. See. e.a. . Sidi v. El-Moslimanv. 2016 U.S. Dist. LEXIS 110027, *2-4 
entering post-trial injunction where defendants had engaged in “campaign” to 
iff, particularly through social media); Baker v. Km itzkv . 95 F. Supp.39 
52, 58 (D. Mass. 2015) (entering post-trial injunction as to defamatory statements adjudicated to 
have been false); Hill v. Petrotech R esources Corp„ 325 S.W. 302,307-308 (Ken. 2010) (“The 
recognition that false, defamatory speech is unpmtected by the First Amendment lias resulted in 


Mass. 




the 


opuient of a modern, sui 


speech..-l|Ne| the modem rule 


erseding rule concerning the enjoining of defamatory 


once 

ill 


dgc or jury has made a final determination that the 
ch at issue is defamatory, the speech determined to be false may be enjoined.”). The need 
“or injunctive relief in this case, is particularly warranted given that numerous Massachusetts 
courts as well as Oklahoma courts have issued '‘gate-keeper" orders to protect themselves from 
Defendant Manuel’s harassing conduct. Certainly, Mr. Knnaga is entitled to the sume protection. 
||. Statement Of Lena! Issues Dr I h e D efend nut 


The Plaint 


believes that the alleged posting, if proven to have beer, knowingly u:id 


mere 


statei 




“opinion based upon information previously provided 
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to her from family, friends and other parties, os the Plaintiffs are not private individuals. They 



cannot have it both ways, either they are public figures in the community at large or they are not. 
In such case, the Defendant's alleged posting was merely an expression of her opinion and as 

|, 1 111 1|| Wfi H* IllflBi m i I (I i | j , ' : |||, | 

auch not defamatory, despite how outrageous it may seem. Myers v. Boston Magazine, Inc. 386 


Mass. 336, (IMO). 


The Plaintiffs further was die direct cause of any damage they allege as they were the 
source of spreading the alleged post throughout the Community of Jesus, and offer no evidence 



to support their allegations of millions of parties who read die alleged post and formed any 
opinion. They cannot recover for their own actions. In fact they fail to meet the damage 

»" jj j : jjjjB|!'i' iiiII i '.iijijiiipp'' ..ill.. 

requirements as they have no evidence to clearly demonstrate any financial loss or required 

lit W- iilillllll I- !l|l 

medical or professional treatment for any anguish or distress they may allege they have suffered. 


Millenium Equity Holdings, LLC v.Mahtowili, 456 Mass. 627 (2016). 
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Defendant Sheldon Manuel 


2. Christopher Kanagn 
46 S. Orleans Rd. 

Orleans, VIA 02653 

3. Richard Lnraja - Law partner 
46 S. Orleans Rd, 

Orleans, MA 02653 


iiilfiSliiiii John Kanaga 



46 S, Orleans Rd. 
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4. Andrew H&yle-Byme, London, England 
Christopher Kanaga 




46 S. Orleans Rd. 
Orleans, MA 02653 


6. Dan Ford, III 

Penobscot Investment Co. 
50 Congress Street 
Boston, MA 02109 










Anastasia Welsh Perrino, Register 
Barnstable Probate & Family Court 
3195 Main Street 
Barnstable, Mass. 02630 

Keeper of the Records 
Cohassct Police Department 
CohasseL, Massachusetts 










V. EXPERT WITNESSES 

A. Experts To Be Called by Plaintiffs 


Plaintiffs have not designated any expert witnesses at this time. 








Defendant has not designated any experts in response to discovery 1 . 




n 

VI. ESTIMATED 1.F.NCT1T OF TRIAL 
The Parties estimate that the tnal will lust ul eight (8) to ten (10) days, asstiming half-day 

trial days. 

VII. POSSIBILITY OF SETTLEMENT 
: ccijifify that they have conferred with the Defendant's counsel regarding the 

item. However, settlement of this matter appears unlikely. 
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VI1L CASE-SPECIFIC MANAGEMENT provisions under superior 
<:<> 1'RT RU LE lOfbWn 



Respectfully submitted, 
SHELDON MANUEL, 
By her attorney. 



William J. Pudlo 

P-O. Box 676 
West Springfield, mass. 01090 
EiBO MO 7640 
Telephone: (413) 7:19-4000 
FAX: (413) 739-3620 
Billsbriets@nsn .co ju 






case management procedures under Superior Court Rule 
case-management provisions. 


Respectfully submitted, 

CHRISTOPHER W. KANAGA AND 
LA RAJA & KANAGA. P.C, 


Jlw6bins@mi ntz. coy 
SScph D. Lipchit^fBO #63263; 
IDUpe httx@nirlR.com 
Mint 2 , Levitt, Cohn, Ferris, y 
Glovsky and Popeo, P.C. 

One Financial Center 
Boston, MA 0211! 

(617) 542-6000 











































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































